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SUMMARY 


Purpose 

This  FLING  project  was  conducted  for  the  purpose  of  developing, 
operating,  and  evaluating  a  short-term,  modified  version  of  the  Army's 
Advanced  Individual  Training  Preparatory  Training  (AITPT)  program.  The 
students  were  active  duty  National  Guard  personnel  designated  for  entry 
job  skills  training  at  Fort  Ord,  California. 


Approach 

The  Army's  six-week,  job-related  AITPT  reading  program  was  adapted 
for  use  in  a  five-and-one-half-day  period  of  instruction  by  making  modi¬ 
fications  to  the  program's  two  major  instructional  components: 

•  Strand  I  —  Job  Reading  Task  Training 

•  Strand  II  —  Basic  Reading  Skills  Training 

Strand  I  training  included: 

1.  Forced-pacing  of  students  to  complete  a  module  of 
training  per  day. 

2.  Relaxing  the  module  mastery  criterion  and  reducing  the 
quantity  of  remedial  worksheet  assignments. 

3.  Changing  the  module  training  sequence. 

The  Strand  I  training  accounted  for  75%  of  the  FLING  instruction. 

Strand  II  training  was  restricted  to  instruction  on  the  conceptualiz¬ 
ing  skills  involved  in  producing  images  and  classification  table  type  dis¬ 
plays  through  the  transformation  of  prose  information.  The  basic  modifi¬ 
cation  was  the  reduction  of  the  amount  of  exposure  normally  available  to 
students  for  this  type  of  instruction.  Twenty-five  percent  of  the  FLING 
training  time  was  allocated  for  Strand  II  training. 

In  addition  to  the  Strand  I  &  II  modifications,  there  was  a  philosoph¬ 
ical  difference  between  the  two  programs.  The  AITPT  program  was  developed 
to  provide  remedial  literacy  training  for  specially  selected  personnel. 

The  FLING  training  was  given  as  the  introductory  phase  to  the  job  skills 
training  program  and  as  such,  was  required  training  for  all  personnel; 
i.e. ,  no  implication  that  this  was  remedial  reading  training.  Otherwise, 
the  FLING  program  utilized  the  same  general  structure,  instructional  tech¬ 
niques,  quality  control  procedures,  and  instructional  materials  as  found 
in  the  AITPT  program. 


Evaluation  information  was  collected  on  in-course  student  performance 
in  terms  of  pre/post  training  measures  on  the  Strand  I  module  proficiency 
tests  and  on  the  Strand  II  Classification  Table  tests.  Overall,  program 
effectiveness  was  assessed  by  pre/post  training  measures  of  student  per¬ 
formance  on  the  Job  Reading  Task  Test  (JRTT) . 


Results 

A  substantial  number  of  National  Guard  personnel  (61%)  were  estimated 
to  have  general  reading  skills  below  the  7.0  grade  level. 

For  purposes  of  analysis,  the  students  were  divided  into  two  groups 
on  the  basis  of  their  performance  on  their  entry  JRTT  scores;  i.e.,  those 
students  reading  below  the  7.0  grade  level,  and  those  reading  at/above  the 
7.0  grade  level. 

The  Strand  I  module  proficiency  data  indicated  that  three-quarters  of 
the  below  7.0  students,  and  slightly  less  than  half  of  the  at/above  7.0 
group,  needed  instruction  to  improve  their  skills  in  performing  job  reading 
tasks.  After  training,  approximately  40%  of  the  below  7.0  students,  and 
approximately  75%  of  the  at/above  students  met  the  module  mastery  criterion. 
Time  pressures  required  forced  movement  of  the  other  personnel  to  the  next 
training  module  regardless  of  skill  mastery  level.  In  comparison  to  the 
original,  longer  term  AITPT  program,  less  people  were  able  to  meet  module 
criterion  in  the  FLING  program,  even  with  the  slightly  lower  mastery 
criterion.  Thus,  more  training  time  than  the  20  to  21  hours  of  FLING 
training  is  necessary  if  students  are  expected  to  achieve  module  mastery. 

The  Strand  II  conceptualizing  (comprehension)  data  showed  a  22%  (mean) 
increase  in  the  number  of  correctly  answered  items  on  the  po3t-training 
Classification  Test  for  the  below  7.0  group.  The  at/above  entry  scores 
were  so  high  that  they  permitted  little  opportunity  for  substantial  improve¬ 
ment.  All  in  all,  there  was  an  improvement  in  the  students'  comprehension 
skills  as  reflected  in  the  increase  in  their  ability  to  transform  prose 
type  information  into  a  classification  table  type  display  without  distort¬ 
ing  the  meaning  of  the  prose  materials. 

Overall,  program  effectiveness,  as  measured  by  the  students'  perform¬ 
ance  on  the  JRTT,  showed  a  2.0  years  gain  for  the  below  7.0  group  and  0.7 
year  gain  for  the  at/above  7.0  group.  The  small  gain  for  the  better  readers 
was  not  unexpected,  since  the  training  was  basically  designed  for  personnel 
reading  at  or  below  the  6.1  reading  grade  level.  Comparison  of  the  below 
7.0  group  with  the  AITPT  program  and  two  other  versions  of  that  program, 
indicated  that  the  FLING  training  was  equally  effective  in  terms  of  JRTT 
gain. 


JRTT  data  collected  on  the  performance  of  these  same  students  after 
completion  of  their  job  skills  training  shows  an  additional  slight  increase 
(0.6  year  gain)  in  their  ability  to  perform  job-related  reading  tasks.  This 
indicates  that  the  job  skills  training  tended  to  reinforce  the  job  reading 
task  skills  taught  in  the  FLING  program. 

Conclusions 

1.  A  short-term  modified  version  of  the  AITPT  program's  Strand  I 
training  can  be  effectively  conducted  within  21  to  26  hours  of  training 
time. 

2.  Research  needs  to  be  done  to  determine  the  minimum  amount  of 
time  required  to  effect  a  2.0  years  gain  in  job  reading  task  performance, 
and  to  determine  the  amount  of  time  and  the  type  of  instruction  necessary 
to  effect  a  gain  greater  than  2.0  years. 

3.  The  success  of  the  program  may  also  be  particularly  attributed 

to: 

a.  Careful  selection  and  control  of  teaching  staff. 

b.  The  short  duration  of  the  program  (five  cycles)  which  was 
not  suggicient  time  for  the  instruction  to  become 
institutionalized. 

c.  The  understanding  that  the  FLING  training  was  the  intro¬ 
ductory  phase  of  job  skills  training,  not  remedial  lit¬ 
eracy  training,  and  that  it  was  required  for  all  personnel. 

4.  Short-term  programs  like  the  FLING  and  the  AITPT  programs  are 
not  sufficient,  in  and  of  themselves,  to  make  major  changes  in  the  cogni¬ 
tive  processing  skills  of  the  really  marginally  literate  personnel.  If 
the  Army,  or  any  other  organization,  is  intending  to  substantially  improve 
personnel  literacy  skill  levels,  a  program  of  continued  upgrade  training 
is  necessary. 
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FUNCTIONAL  LITERACY  TRAINING  PROGRAM 
FOR  THE  NATIONAL  GUARD 


INTRODUCTION 

The  continuing  need  of  organizations  to  maintain  a  work  force  of 
qualified  capable  personnel  creates  a  heavy  demand  on  the  organization's 
training  system.  This  is  particularly  true  of  organizations  like  the. 

U.S.  Army  and  her  sister  services  who  are  faced  with  the  problem  of  train¬ 
ing  large  numbers  of  people  with  varying  skill  and  aptitude  levels.  The 
magnitude  of  these  training  problems  is  substantially  increased  when  man¬ 
power  shortages  require  the  induction  of  large  numbers  of  marginally 
skilled/literate  personnel.  One  approach,  generally  undertaken  by  the 
Amy  and  ocher  services  to  help  cope  with  these  training  problems ,  is  to 
provide  short  terra,  remedial  reading  training  for  low  literate  (below  the 
5.0  reading  grade  level)  personnel  prior  to  formal  basic  combat  training 
(CCT) . 

Due  to  the  large  numbers  of  marginally  literate  personnel  inducted 
in  the  late  60s  under  Department  of  Defense  Project  100,000,  the  Human 
Resources  Research  Organization,  under  contract  to  the  Department  of  De¬ 
fense  and  the  Department  of  the  Army,  conducted  a  series  of  research 
studies  to  better  understand  the  role  of  reading  in  the  Army;  particularly 
in  reference  to  the  relationship  between  job  reading  demands,  job  perform¬ 
ance,  and  the  reading  skills  of  Amy  job  performers.  As  a  result  of  this 
research,  it  was  found  that: 

1.  A  wide  gap  existed  between  the  reading  difficulty  level  of 
the  job  materials  a  person  must  use  on  the  job,  and  the  reading 
ability  of  the  actual  job  performers.  The  average  difficulty 
level,  for  most  job  printed  materials,  was  at  the  12th-plus 
grade  level,  while  the  average  reading  level  of  the  job  per¬ 
formers  ranged  from  7.5  to  9.5  grade  levels. 

2.  There  was  a  positive  relationship  between  a  person's 
reading  ability  and  his  successful  performance  on  a  job,  as 
measured  by  both  "hands-on"  performance  and  written  job  knowl¬ 
edge  tests. 

3.  There  were  minimal  reading  requirements  which  a  job  per¬ 
former  must  have  in  order  to  be  a  competent  job  performer: 

7th  grade  for  Cooks,  8th  grade  for  Mechanics,  and  9th  grade  for 
Clerks.  This  illustrated  that  the  5.0  reading  grade  level 
goal  of  the  Army  Preparatory  Training  (the  Army's  then-current 
literacy  training  program)  was  far  short  of  the  above  minimal 
job  reading  requirements. 


4.  There  were  specific  job  reading  tasks  which  a  person 
must  be  able  to  do  in  order  to  perform  these  jobs  successfully. 

One  must  be  able  to  use  a  table  of  contents  and  an  index,  read 
a  table  or  graph,  extract  information  from  the  main  body  of  the 
manual,  follow  written  procedural  directions,  and  fill  out  forms 
(St.icht,  Caylor,  Fox,  Hauke,  James,  Snyder,  &  Kern,  1973). 

Thus,  the  research  at  this  point  indicated  that  indeed,  there  was  a 
need  for  remedial  literacy  training  to  help  prepare  marginally  literate 
personnel  so  that  they  could  have  a  chance  to  successfully  complete  their 
job  skills  training  —  Advanced  Individual  Training  (AIT)  —  and  to  be 
able  to  satisfactorily  perform  their  Military  Occupational  Specialty  (MOS) , 
i.e.,  their  job. 

In  recognition  of  these  findings,  the  Army  requested  HumRKG  to  develop 
a  job-related  literacy  training  program  for  its  marginally  literate  per¬ 
sonnel.  This  research,  development,  and  evaluation  effort,  initiated  in 
1971,  was  carried  out  under  a  HumRRO  project  titled  Functional  Literacy 
(FLIT).  In  1974,  the  fully  developed  and  evaluated  FLIT  program  was 
formally  adopted  by  the  Army  as  its  official  literacy  training  program, 
and  as  such,  was  fully  implemented  Army-wide.  The  new  program  was  named 
the  Advanced  Individual  Training  Preparatory  Training  (AITPT)  program 
(TRADOC  Circular  621-1). 

Until  recently,  the  National  Guard  has  not  been  faced  with  the  Active 
Army’s  problems  of  either  inducting  or  training  large  numbers  of  marginally 
literate  personnel.  Evidently,  the  termination  of  the  draft  has  resulted 
in  a  change  in  the  aptitude  level  mix  in  the  National  Cuard’s  manpower, 
with  an  increase  of  marginally  literate  personnel.  This  situation  was 
brought  into  focus  during  the  Guard's  annual  active  duty  training  of  newly 
inducted  personnel  at  Fort  Ord,  California  this  year.  The  purpose  of  this 
annual  training  is  to  provide  the  Guard  unit  with  a  soldier  fully  trained 
in  basic  combat  skills  and  subjects  and  in  the  entry  level  skills  for  a 
specified  MOS.  During  the  basic  combat  portion  of  the  active  duty  train¬ 
ing,  the  training  company  cadre  and  instructors  reported  that  a  large  per¬ 
centage  of  the  trainees  were  having  difficulty  reading  the  Army's  "Smart 
Book",  the  trainee’s  guide  for  basic  military  training.  As  a  result,  two 
of  the  companies  (N  =»  387)  were  administered  the  reading  section  of  the 
United  States  Armed  Forces  Institute  (USAFI)  Achievement  Tests  II,  Form  AA. 
The  results  of  this  test  indicated  that  66%  of  those  trainees  had  reading 
skills  below  the  7.0  reading  grade  level  —  the  minimum  functional  reading 
requirement  for  the  Army's  least  demanding  MOS  (Sticht  et  al,  1973)  —  and 

12%  of  them  tested  below  the  fourth  grade  level.  Thus,  there  was  concern 
that  a  large  percentage  of  these  personnel  would  not  be  able  to  complete 
their  job  train  -  with  its  higher  literacy  requirements  and  heavier 
instructional  uemands,  inasmuch  as  two-thirds  of  the  personnel  were  desig¬ 
nated  for  training  in  M0S3  whose  minimum  reading  requirements  were  well 
above  their  demonstrated  reading  skills  levels. 
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To  ameliorate  the  training  problems  associated  with  providing  MOS 
training  to  personnel  with  such  low  literacy  skills,  the  Army  decided  to 
provide  a  shortened  version  of  the  A1TPT  program  for  all  Guard  trainees 
scheduled  for  MOS  training  at  Fort  Ord,  California.  This  decision  was 
based,  in  part,  on  previous  HumRRO  research  which  had  explored  the  feasi¬ 
bility  and  effectiveness  of  presenting  FLIT/AITPT  Strand  I  training  in  a 
modified  version  for  delivery  as  an  extended  training  day  program  or  as 
an  integrated  job  skills/reading  skills  training  program.  Both  of  these 
programs  proved  to  be  effective  when  delivered  in  either  of  these  forms 
(Sticht,  1975). 

Due  to  the  shortness  of  the  preparation  time  and  the  need  to  modify 
the  original  AITPT  program  so  that  it  could  be  conducted  in  the  five-and- 
one-half-day  period  between  the  completion  of  BCT  and  the  start  of  MOS 
training,  HumRRO  was  contracted  by  the  Fort  Ord  Procurement  Office  for 
the  purposes  of  developing,  operating,  and  evaluating  a  modified  AITPT 
program  for  National  Guard  personnel  in  the  following  MOSs:  Cook  (94B) , 
Field  Wireman  (36K),  Driver  (64C),  Mechanic  (63B)  ,  and  Supplyman  (76Y) . 
Work  on  this  program  was  accomplished  under  HumRRO  project  FLING  — 
Functional  Literacy  Training  for  the  National  Guard. 


DEVELOPMENT  OF  THE  GUARD'S  LITERACY  PROGRAM 

To  facilitate  this  discussion,  a  brief  description  of  the  FLIT/AITPT 
program  will  be  given  initially,  followed  by  the  discussion  of  the  modifi¬ 
cations  of  that  program  which  were  made  to  accommodate  its  use  in  the 
5-1/2-day  training  period. 


AIiPT  Literacy  Training  Program 

The  AITPT  program  is  a  job-related,  functional  literacy  program 
designed  to  enhance  a  person’s  reading  skills  so  as  to  be  able  to  satis¬ 
factorily  perform  tTie  reading  tasks  demanded  by  the  person's  MOS.  The 
program's  objective  is  to  provide  intensive  training  on  job  reading  tasks 
to  enable  personnel  to  perform  these  tasks  with  the  skill  of  a  person  with 
a  7.0  general  reading  ability.  Student  selection  is  based  on  the  demonstra¬ 
tion  of  a  reading  ability  at,  or  below,  the  6.1  level  after  a  dual  screening 
process.  The  curriculum,  prepared  to  train  personnel  with  MOSs  in  one  of 
six  job  clusters  (Cook,  Clerk-Supply,  Combat,  Communications,  Mechanic-Driver 
and  Medic)  is  composed  of  two  basic  instructional  components  or  strands: 

®  Strand  I  (Job  Reading  Task  Training)  —  is  intended  to 
provide  extensive  drill  and  practice  in  performing  job- 
related  reading  tasks  Involving  the  use  of  regular  job 
manuals . 


•  Strand  II  (Basic  Reading  Skills  Training)  —  is  intended 
to  improve  basic  reading  skills  and  job  knowledge  through 
instruction  using  simplified  job  reading  materials. 

S t T-qnd  I  Training 

The  job  reading  task  training  is  characterized  as  being  individual¬ 
ized,  self-paced,  performance-oriented  instruction.  That  is,  the  train¬ 
ing  permits  the  student  to  perform  the  kinds  of  reading  tasks  he  will 
encounter  in  job  training  and  out  on  the  job;  thus,  providing  direct  trans¬ 
fer  of  skills  learned  in  the  literary  training  to  the  job  training  and  to 
the  job.  In  addition,  the  instruction  is  given  in  a  functional  context 
by  using  actual  job  reading  materials  to  train  personnel  in  performing 
actual  job  reading  tasks.  This  helps  motivate  the  poorer  reader  by  show¬ 
ing  him  a  job-related  need  for  the  training,  thus  removing  it  somewhat 
from  the  negative  shadow  of  his  previously  unsuccessful  remedial  general 
reading  experiences. 

The  program  is  composed  of  six  separate  modules  of  linearly  sequenced 
job  reading  skills  (Table  of  Contents,  Index,  Tables  and  Graphs,  Body  of 
Manual,  Procedural  Directions,  and  Forms).  Each  module  contains  a  set  of 
pre-moclule  and  post-module  proficiency  tests,  printed  worksheets,  and 
branching  loops  for  remedial  instruction.  The  proficiency  tests  are  used 
to  assure  that  the  student  has  developed  a  certain  mastery  of  the  reading 
task  before  proceeding  to  the  next  module.  Each  proficiency  test  (or 
pro-test,  as  they  are  generally  referred  to)  is  made  up  of  four  sections, 
each  with  its  own  set  of  five  questions.  There  is  no  time  limit  to  the 
test;  however,  to  satisfactorily  master  the  task,  the  dual  criteria  of 
90%  or  more  correct,  in  20  minutes  or  less,  must  be  met. 

Students  are  used  in  the  more  routine  records  management  activities 
in  the  classroom.  Periodically,  a  student  may  tutor  another  student  on  a 
skill  which  he,  himself,  has  previously  learned.  These  activities  cut 
down  the  teacher's  administrative  paper-correcting  load,  and  help  the 
student  "stamp-in"  the  skills  he  has  just  learned. 

Strand  II  Training 

This  training  focuses  on  skills  grouped  into  three  components : 

(1)  word  recognition,  (2)  languaging,  and  (3)  conceptualizing.  Because  it 
was  recognized  that  it  was  nearly  impossible  to  make  any  lasting  signifi¬ 
cant  changes  in  the  cognitive  processing  skills  of  the  really  marginally 
literate  personnel  in  this  short  time  period,  it  wa3  decided  to  include 
only  the  conceptualizing  component  of  the  Strand  II  program  in  the  FLING 
instruction,  since  it  appeared  to  be  more  relevant  for  at  least  the  major¬ 
ity  of  the  people. 
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This  component  deals  with  the  development  of  increased  reading  com¬ 
prehension  skills  and  direct  instruction  to  increase  job  knowledge.  Job 
concepts  are  presented  to  the  students  along  with  various  conceptualizing 
strategies  or  schemes  useful  in  the  process  of  "comprehending"  the  con¬ 
cepts,  and  thus  increase  the  individual's  knowledge  base  in  the  job  area. 

Of  the  three  types  of  conceptualizing  skills  included  in  the  A1TPT 
Strand  II  program  (flow  charts,  image  displays,  and  classification  tables) 
only  the  last  two  techniques  were  selected  for  teaching  in  the  FLING  pro¬ 
gram.  Flow  chart  instruction  was  excluded  because  it.  requires  more  time 
than  that  allocated  for  this  program. 


AITPT  Effectiveness 


Program  effectiveness  is  evaluated  on  pre-/post-training  measures  of 
the  student's  performance  on  the  USAFI  Intermediate  Achievement  Test  and 
on  the  Amy's  Job  Reading  Task  Test  (JRTT) .  In  addition,  internal,  form¬ 
ative  data  is  collected  on  the  student's  performance  on  the  Strand  I  mod¬ 
ule  proficiency  tests,  and  the  Strand  II  pre-/pcst-training  classification 
tests.  Results  of  the  AITPT  program  will  be  discussed  later  in  comparison 
to  the  FLING  students'  performance  data. 


Development  of  the  FLING  Program 

After  consideration  of  the  various  components  of  the  AITPT  program, 
and  the  goals  and  time  constraints  imposed  by  the  Guard’s  training  commit¬ 
ments,  and  prior  research  experience  in  modifying  the  FLIT  program  for 
short  term  training  experiences,  it  was  decided  to  focus  75%  of  the  stu¬ 
dent’s  daily  training  time  on  Strand  I  job  reading  task  instruction,  and 
the  other  25%  of  his  time  on  Strand  II  conceptualizing  activities. 

Overall,  the  FLING  program  utilized  the  same  general  structure, 
instructional  techniques,  quality  control  procedures,  and  instructional 
materials  as  the  AITPT  program.  However,  several  program  modifications 
were  required  by  the  compressed  training  time  and  by  the  need  to  accommo¬ 
date  personnel  from  all  general  reading  grade  levels;  i.e.,  below  3rd  grade 
to  above  7th  grade  levels.  The  following  section  will  describe  the  program 
modifications,  the  teacher  training,  and  conclude  with  a  brief  description 
of  the  general  administrative  operation  of  the  school. 


Modifications  Necessitated  by  Range  of  Reading  Levels 

Since  it  was  projected  that  almost  two-thirds  of  the  Guard  personnel 
would  require  reading  training,  it  was  decided  not  to  pull  these  people  out 
as  a  special  group  for  special  training  as  is  the  situation  with  the  AITPT 
students.  Rather,  the  reading  training  was  presented  as  the  entry  week 
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introduction  into  MOS  training  and  it  was  required  for  all  personnel. 

Thus,  no  one  was  singled  out  as  being  so  inept  as  to  require  special  remedial 
training.  The  effect  of  this  decision  was  that  the  reading  school  would 
have  approximately  one-third  of  its  students  with  reading  skills  well  above 
the  7.0  grade  level  who  would  not  require  the  AITPT  training.  Since  the 
Strand  I  training  was  modularized  and  contained  specific  task  proficiency 
tests  which  enable  students  of  sufficient  skills  to  bypass  unnecessary 
training,  it  was  decided  to  have  all  students  go  through  the  FLING  train¬ 
ing  with  the  expectation  that  the  more  able  readers  would  probably  pass 
the  pre-module  test  or  would  meet  task  mastery  requirements  rather  rapidly. 
Therefore,  it  was  planned  to  use  these  students  to  perform  the  administra¬ 
tive  duties  In  the  classroom  and,  in  addition,  to  use  them  as  peer  tutors 
for  the  less  able  students.  It  was  hoped  that  by  having  the  peer  tutors 
work  in  this  capacity  in  the  reading  school,  that  this  relationship  could 
be  capitalized  on  in  regular  MOS  training  and  so  help  facilitate  the  poorer 
student's  learning  by  giving  him  someone  besides  the  MOS  instructor  to  turn 
to  for  help.  This  decision  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  FLIT  model  in 
which  the  better  "poor  readers"  were  used  in  paper  processing  activities 
and  as  teacher’s  assistants.  However,  in  FLIT/A1TPT  there  were  not  as  many 
peers  utilized  in  the  classroom  as  was  expected  to  be  available  in  the  FLING 
classroom.  Thus,  there  was  some  concern  as  to  how  effective  or  disruptive 
it  would  be  to  have  approximately  a  third  of  the  class  working  as  peer 
tutors;  that  is,  would  they  be  able  to  work  as  peer  tutors  without  exten¬ 
sive  training,  and/or  would  this  number  of  idle  students  cause  more  confu¬ 
sion  than  benefit? 


Modification  Necessitated  by  the  Compressed  Training  Time 

This  section  will  discuss  the  Strand  I  changes,  followed  by  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  the.  Strand  II  modifications. 

Strand  I  Modifications  —  Given  that  the  Strand  I  component  is  com¬ 
prised  of  six  basic  instructional  modules,  and  that  FLING  had  basically 
only  five  instructional  days,  exluding  the  half  day  of  time  required  to 
in-process  and  out-process  the  students,  it  was  decided  that  one  day  of 
training  be  allocated  for  each  module.  That  is,  the  student  was  given  one 
day  of  instruction  in  a  module  and  was  then  automatically  moved  to  the  next 
module  the  following  day,  regardless  of  his  post  proficiency  test  perform¬ 
ance.  The  exception  being  the  Table  of  Contents  and  Index  modules,  which 
were  given  in  a  single  day.  The  philosophy  underlying  the  decision  to  move 
people  to  the  next  module  before  reaching  task  mastery  was  based  on  the 
premise  that  it  is  better  to  expose  students  to  all  of  the  job  reading 
tasks  than  to  have  them  consume  all  of  their  time  In  meeting  mastery  re¬ 
quirements  for  only  one  module.  This  movement  was  done  on  an  individual 
basis  and  at  various  times  throughout  the  training  day  to  avoid  having  the 
students  feel  that  it  did  not  matter  if  one  met  the  module  criteria  because 
one  would  be  advanced  automatically  in  any  case.  Also,  the  student  was  re¬ 
quired,  in  most  cases,  to  take  a  post-module  proficiency  test  before  the 
teachec  moved  him  to  the  next  module. 
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In  addition  to  forced-pacing  of  the  student's  progress,  the  module 
mas terry  criterion  of  90%  or  more  items  correct  in  20  minutes  or  less  was 
relaxed  to  a  more  realistic  level  of  85%  in  25  minutes  or  3 ess.  This 
change  effected  all  modules  except  the  Forms  module  for  which  the  90%__i_n 
ten  minutes  criterion  was  maintained.  The  effect  of  this  change  will  be 
described  later  in  comparison  to  the  FLIT  data. 

Another  change  in  the  Strand  I  program  dealt  with  the  number  of  work¬ 
sheets  assigned  upon  failure  of  a  pre-module  proficiency  test.  Under  AITPT, 
failure  of  the  test  meant  that  the  student  was  assigned  a  set  of  ten  work¬ 
sheets  which  had  to  be  completed  to  100%  correct  criteria  before  being 
eligible  to  take  the  post-module  proficiency  test.  For  FLING,  the  number 
of  worksheets  was  reduced  to  an  average  of  six  worksheets,  but  the  student 
still  had  to  get  a  100%  on  all  worksheets  before  being  allowed  to  take  the 
post-test.  Again,  the  Forms  module  worksheets  assignment  was  unchanged, 
since  it  is  not  possible  to  reduce  the  number  of  worksheets  without  a  major 
rewrite  of  the  materials. 


The  AITFT  program  was  designed  to  be  conducted  with  students  of  varying 
vseks  of  xilTPT  training  experience  in  the  same  classroom.  Thus,  in  AITPT, 
students  were  generally  spread  over  all  six  of  the  instructional  modules 
with  proficiency  testing  occurring  on  an  as-needed  basis.  However,  the 
forced-pacing  of  the  FLING  students  meant  that  a  large  percentage  of  the 
class  would  be  ready  for  proficiency  testing  almost  at  the  same  time  through¬ 
out  the  training  week.  To  handle  this  large  group-movement  through  the  FLING 
program,  unnecessarily  large  quantities  of  proficiency  tests  and  Army  manuals 
would  have  to  have  been  prepared  and  assembled.  To  cope  with  this  problem, 
the  regular  AITPT  module  training  sequence,  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  was 
disregarded,  since  that  sequence  was  not  based  on  any  hierarchically  designed 
set  of  skills.  Instead,  the  FLING  program  introduced  the  students  to  the 
Strand  I  task  training  either  with  the  Table  of  Contents  or  the  Index  mod¬ 
ule  initially.  Upon  completion  of  both  of  those  modules,  the  student  was 
then  eligible  for  training  in  any  of  the  four  remaining  modules  in  any  se¬ 
quence  based  upon  the  availability  of  training  materials  for  those  modules 
he  needed  to  complete. 

Strand  II  Modifications  —  FLING  Strand  II  training  was  allocated  two 
hours  a  day  for  four  days  a  week.  Given  this  limited  amount  of  time,  it  was 
decided  to  concentrate  on  instruction  related  to  a  conceptualizing  activity 
of  transforming  information  from  one  type  of  display  to  another.  It  was 
felt  that  the  transformation  training  involving  classification  and  image 
displays  would  provide  the  student  with  different  ways  of  learning  and 
storing  prose  information  while  simultaneously  beginning  the  building  of 
a  job-relevant  knowledge  base.  The  only  modification  to  the  conceptualiz¬ 
ing  instruction  was  a  reduction  in  the  number  of  job-relevant/general  mili¬ 
tary  passages  which  the  students  were  exposed  to;  i.e.,  one  passage  per  day 
of  instruction.  Otherwise,  the  classification  table  and  imaging  techniques 
were  taught  in  the  same  manner  as  used  in  the  regular  AITPT  Strand  II  training. 
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Teacher  Training 


Under  the  AITPT  system,  teacher  training  was  conducted  for  a  two- 
week  period,  one  week  of  working  with  an  experienced  teacher  in  the  class¬ 
room  as  an  aide,  followed  by  a  week  in  which  the  new  teacher  assumed  the 
teaching  role  under  the  supervision  of  the  experienced  teacher.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  time  did  not  permit  this  luxury  for  the  FLING  staff  training. 

Two  days  of  intensive,  simulated  workshop  training  was  given  the  seven 
FLING  teachers;  the  eighth  teacher  was  an  experienced :AITPT  teacher,  and 
as  such,  assisted  in  the  workshop  training.  As  part  of  the  Strand  I  train¬ 
ing,  the  teachers  acted  as  students  by  taking  pre-module  proficiency  tests 
in  each  of  the  modules  and  by  completing  a  sample  of  worksheets  for  each 
of  the  modules.  This  part  of  the  training  was  conducted  in  a  regular 
classroom  setup  with  one  of  the  experienced  HumRRO  managers  performing  the 
role  of  the.  classroom  teacher. 

The  Strand  II  training  was  presented  in  a  similar  manner  with  the 
teachers  again  assuming  the  roles  of  students  by  actually  transforming 
information  in  prose  form  into  classification  tables  and  image  displays. 

Throughout  the  first  two  weeks  of  instruction,  three  FLIT-experienced 
members  of  the  HumRRO  staff  circulated  through  the  classrooms  providing 
assistance  and  direction  on  an  as-needed  basis.  In  fact,  the  initial 
period  of  the  Strand  II  instruction  was  taught  by  an  experienced  HumRRO 
Staff  member  so  that  each  of  the  new  teachers  had  an  opportunity  to  observe 
the  Strand  II  instructional  techniques  in  use  with  "real"  students. 

To  ensure  standardized  quality  controlled  instruction,  each  teacher 
was  formally  observed  during  the  third  week  of  instruction.  This  obser¬ 
vation  period  was  followed  by  a  private  critique  of  the  teacher's  perform¬ 
ance.  This  technique  of  observation  was  continued  on  a  casual,  infrequent 
walk-in  basis  throughout  the  remaining  two  weeks  of  instruction  to  assure 
quality  control  maintenance  of  the  instruction. 


Administrative  Operation  of  the  FLING  School 

The  FLING  school  was  set  up  in  four  two-story  buildings  with  a  class¬ 
room  located  on  each  floor.  The  ratio  of  personnel  within  the  five  MOSs 
initially  necessitated  two  classrooms  for  Supply,  Mechanic,  and  Driver 
training.  However,  changes  in  the  MOS  classification  of  some  of  the  per¬ 
sonnel  by  the  National  Guard,  required  that  one  of  the  Supply  classrooms 
be  integrated  with  the  Field  Wiremen  classroom,  which  carried  the  lightest 
student  load,  and  that  two  of  the  classrooms  be  used  for  Cook  training. 

This  reclassification  of  personnel,  based  on  their  USAFI  reading  scores 
and  their  MOS  reading  requirements,  will  be  discussed  later  in  this  section. 


General  Procedures  —  The  FLIT/AITPT  program  was  designed  for  use 
with  a  s tudent/ teacher  ratio  of  about  15  to  1.  This  seemed  to  be  the 
optimal  student  load,  given  the  heavy  student/ teacher  interactions  imposed 
by  the  self-paced,  individualized  nature  of  the  AITPT  program.  Since  that 
training  was  predicated  on  the  use  of  two  or  three  students  as  teacher 
aides,  it  seemed  reasonable  that  for  the  FLING  instruction,  the  teachers 
might  be.  able  to  handle  larger  student  ratios  if  the  additional  students 
had  higher  (above  the  7.0  grade  level)  reading  skills.  Thus,  in  the  FLING 
program,  the  mean  student /teacher  ratio  was  21  to  1,  with  approximately 
43 %  of  the  students  having  entry-day  Job  Reading  Task  Test  scores  above 
the  7.0  grade  level.  During  the  program,  the  actual  number  of  students 
per  classroom  ranged  from  13  to  29  as  a  function  of  the  fluctuations  in 
the  student  input  in  the  various  MOSs.  Generally,  the  Field  Wireman  teacher 
had  the  lowest  student/teacher  ratio,  and  the  Supply  and  Driver  teachers  had 
the  largest  ratios. 

Five  classes  of  students  were  taught  at  the  FLING  school.  Each  class 
entered  on  Monday  and  completed  the  training  on  Saturday  morning.  FLING 
instruction,  as  shown  in  Table  1,  was  given  for  six  hours  each  day,  Tues¬ 
day  through  Friday:  four  hours  of  Strand  I  and  two  hours  of  Strand  II. 

On  Monday  the  first  two  hours  were  used  to  in-process  the  new  students 
and  the  remaining  four  hours  were  devoted  to  Strand  I  training.  The  Sat¬ 
urday  schedule  allocated  the  first  hour  and  one-half  for  last-minute  review/ 
assignment  completion,  and  the  remaining  two  hours  were  utilized  for  out- 
processing  the  students. 

The  Monday  in-processing  of  the  new  class  included  a  welcoming  orien¬ 
tation,  and  administration  of  a  student  background  questionnaire,  the  Job 
Reading  Task  Test,  and  the  Strand  II  Classification  Test.  The  out-processing 
included  the  administration  of  an  alternate  form  of  the  Job  Reading  Task  Test 
and  the  Strand  II  Classification  Test.  Although  entry-day  test  results  were 
not  discussed  with  the  students,  each  teacher,  as  part  of  the  Saturday  out- 
processing,  privately  discussed  the  test  results  with  each  student.  To 
avoid  downgrading  the  student's  skills,  the  test  results  were  discussed 
only  in  terms  of  amount  of  gain  between  their  entry  and  exit  test  scores, 
not  in  terms  of  entry/exit  reading  grade  levels.  This  was  done  because 
prior  experience  in  the  FLIT  program  indicated  that  people  tended  to  be 
embarrassed  at  being  told  that  their  reading  ability  was  comparable  to  that 
of  a  fourth  or  fifth  grade  student.  Thus,  it  was  decided  to  avoid  labeling 
skill  levels  in  terms  of  reading  grade  levels.  For  the  better  students, 
for  whom  little  improvement  was  expected,  it  was  explained  that  their  skills 
were  already  very  satisfactory  and  that  they  should  not  encounter  difficulty 
in  their  job  training  program. 
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TABLE  1. 


FLING  TRAINING  SCHEDULE 


Number  of  Hours 

MON  TUE  WED  THU  FRI _ SAT  TOTAL 

In-processing 
Strand  I 
Strand  II 
Review 

Out-processing 

33-1/2 


2  0  0  0  0  0  2 

4  4  4  4  4  0  20 

0  2  2  2  2  0  8 

1-1/2  1-1/2 

0  0  0  0  0  2  2 


USAFI  Testing  —  During  BCT,  each  company  was  administered  a  form  of 
the  USAFI  general  reading  comprehension  test.  These  results  and  the  stu¬ 
dent’s  MOS  assignment  were  provided  to  the  FLING  school  personnel  prior  to 
the.  student's  arrival  to  permit  assignment  of  students  to  appropriate  class¬ 
rooms  and  to  permit  equal  distribution  of  students  by  reading  grade  levels 
in  those  MOSs  with  more  than  one  classroom.  Based  on  these  test  results, 
prospective  student  peers  (teacher  aides)  were  identified  so  that  the 
teachers  could  begin  utilizing  them  in  that  capacity  as  soon  as  the  class 
began  on  Monday  morning. 


MOS  Reclassification  —  The  USAFI  information  was  also  used  by  the 
military  to  reclassify  personnel  into  MOSs  more  appropriate  to  their  lit¬ 
eracy  skill  levels.  The  decision  to  reclassify  was  made  after  the  first 
FLING  class  entered  MOS  training  and  it  was  found  that  those  students  who 
entered  the  training  below  the  minimum  reading  level  (established  by  pre¬ 
vious  HumRRO  research)  were  having  difficulty  in  completing  the  instruction. 
This  was  particularly  noticeable  in  the  Supplyman  Course  in  which  13  of  the 
52  students  were  identified  as  academic  failures;  seven  of  them  were  even¬ 
tually  reclassified  into  another  MOS.  Therefore,  given  that  the  Fort  Crd 
MOS  training  programs  were  only  going  to  be  in  operation  for  a  short,  fixed 
period  of  time,  it  would  not  be  possible  to  change  a  person's  MOS  after  he 
had  been  in  an  MOS  training  program  for  any  appreciable  length  of  time. 

To  help  alleviate  this  problem,  the  beginning  of  the  Driver's  course  (64C) 
was  delayed  one  week  to  allow  reclassification  of  personnel  within  the  same 
company  if  they  were  dropped  in  the  first  week  of  MOS  training.  Otherwise, 
those  personnel  failing  to  complete  MOS  training  would  have  to  be  dis¬ 
charged  or  re-assigned  to  another  fort  for  training.  Therefore,  it  was 


decided  to  reclassify  personnel  in  the  Supplyman  (76Y)  and  Field  Wireman 
(36K)  MOSs  whose  general  reading  levels  were  two  grade  levels  below  the 
minimum  for  those  MOSs.  The  "two  grade  level  below"  criterion  was  used 
since  that  was  the  average  gain  which  prior  FLIT  research  indicated  might 
be  expected  as  a  result  of  the  reading  training  (Sticht,  1975). 

Reclassification  was  usually  made  into  an  MOS  with  similar  training 
time  to  the  MOS  being  left.  Each  trainee  was  individually  counseled  re¬ 
garding  the  change,  why  it  took  place,  and  to  solicit  any  valid  reason 
why  it  should  not  take  place.  By  reclassifying  these  personnel  at  this 
stage  of  their  training,  it  enabled  them  to  remain  in  the  same  unit  with 
their  friends  and  to  graduate  at  nearly  the  same  time.  Of  the  900  men 
starting  MOS  training,  9.7%  (N  =  87)  were  eventually  reclassified. 

FLING  EFFECTIVENESS 

This  section  will  summarize  the  results  of  the  FLING  training  in 
terms  of  the  following: 

1.  Student  characteristics. 

2.  In-course  performance  data. 

3.  Pre/post  measures  of  performance  on  the  Job  Reading  Task  Test. 

Student  Characteristics 

This  section  describes  some  of  the  characteristics  of  the  866  students 
who  participated  in  the  FLING  training  from  26  July  1976  to  28  August  1976. 
All  the  students  were  young  male  adults  who  were  members  of  the  U.S.  Army 
National  Cuard  from  various  units  around  the  United  States.  The  data  sum¬ 
marized  In  Table  2  was  obtained  from  a  one-page  questionnaire  administered 
during  the  first  day  in  the  program.  Since  completion  of  the  questionnaire 
was  optional,  some  of  the  questions  show  a  "no  response"  entry. 

The  data  has  been  summarized  by  each  MOS  separately  and  then  pooled 
across  MOSs.  Within  each  MOS  the  data  have  been  broken  into  two  categories 
information  relevant  to  students  scoring  below  the  7.0  grade  level  on  the 
entry  JRTT,  and  information  relevant  to  students  scoring  at  or  above  the 
7.0  grade  level  on  the  entry  JRTT.  For  purposes  of  discussion,  these  two 
reading  groups  are  referred  to  in  this  report  in  the  following  ways: 

•  Below  7.0  reading  grade  level  group,  or  the  symbol  <7.0  group. 

•  At /above  7.0  group,  or  the  symbol  *7.0  group. 

Looking  at  the  student  demographic  data,  the  median  age  across  MOSs 
is  19  for  both  reading  level  groups.  The  median  years  of  education  is  11 
years  for  personnel  reading  below  7.0,  and  12  years  for  personnel  reading 
at  or  above  the  7.0  grade  level.  Overall,  of  the  <7.0  group,  23%  are  high 
school  graduates  or  GED  certified,  as  compared  to  50%  of  the  -7.0  group. 
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As  might  be  expected,  86%  of  the  <7.0  and  96%  of  the  >7.0  reported 
English  as  their  primary  language,  with  12%  of  the  <7.0  and  3%  of  the  >7.0 
reporting  Spanish  as  their  primary  language.  Students  with  Spanish  as 
their  primary  language  are  most  heavily  represented  in  the  <7.0  group  in 
the  Cook  M0S  and  to  a  somewhat  lesser  degree  in  the  Mechanic  and  Supplyman 
MOSs .  The  larger  percent  of  Spanish  speaking  personnel  in  the  Cook  M0S 
may  be  a  result  of  the  reclassification  of  personnel  from  the  Supply  and 
Field  Wireman  MOSs. 

As  Table  2  shows,  there  was  a  large  variety  of  ethnic  groups  repre¬ 
sented  in  the  FLING  training.  Generally,  the  percentage  of  Caucasians 
reading  above  the  7.0  level  represented  twice  the  number  of  Caucasians 
reading  below  that  level.  The  other  ethnic  groups  tended  to  be  more  heavi¬ 
ly  represented  in  the  below  7.0  level  category. 

Table  3  displays  the  frequency  distribution  of  the  USAFI  general  read¬ 
ing  scores  for  the  FLING  students  broken  out  by  MOS.  Overall,  61%  of  the 
Guard  trainees  were  reading  below  the  seventh  grade  level.  It  was  expected 
that  personnel  in  the  "3  and  below"  reading  grade  category  would  not  great¬ 
ly  benefit  from  the  FLING  training,  since  the  AITPT  program  was  designed 
for  use  with  personnel  in  the  4.0  -  7.0  reading  grade  levels;  i.e.,  the 
AITPT  Strand  I  training  assumes  some  minimal  basic  reading  skill  competence, 
while  people  in  the  "3  and  below"  level  are  still  at  the  entry  decoding 
stage  of  reading. 


TABLE  3.  FLING  STUDENTS  DISTRIBUTED  OVER  USAFI 
READING  GRADE  LEVELS  BY  MOS. 


USAFI 
READING 
GRADE  LEVELS 

Cook 

Driver 

M  0 

Mechanic 

S 

Field 

Wi reman 

Supplyman  Total 

% 

CumX 

% 

Cum% 

X 

CumX 

5T 

Cum% 

IT 

Cum% 

% 

Cum% 

3/ be low 

25 

25 

9 

9 

8 

8 

3 

3 

4 

4 

10 

10 

4 

21 

46 

15 

24 

9 

17 

1 

4 

5 

9 

11 

21 

5 

13 

59 

17 

41 

14 

31 

21 

25 

29 

38 

18 

39 

6 

17 

76 

20 

61 

23 

54 

32 

57 

25 

63 

22 

61 

7/above 

24 

100 

39 

100 

46 

100 

43 

100 

37 

100 

39 

100 

N  .112  201  174  70  126  683 
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As  shown  in  Table  3,  the  Cook  MOS  had  over  three-quarters  of  its 
personnel  with  reading  skills  below  the  7.0  level,  with  a  quarter  of  those 
students  reading  at  or  below  the  3.0  grade  level.  This  distribution  is 
largely  attributable  to  the  reclassification  of  lower  reading  level  Supply- 
man  and  Field  Wireman  into  the  Cook  MOS.  Thus,  that  MOS,  and  to  some 
extent,  the  Driver  MOS,  were  specifically  bottom-loaded,  while  the  Field 
Wireman  and  Supplyman  lower  levels  were  almost  eliminated.  In  addition, 
some  higher  reading  skill  Cook  students  were  permitted  to  choose  another 
MOS  to  equalize  the  training  load  among  the  various  MOS  schools. 

The  results  of  the  entry-day  testing  of  the  same  personnel  on  the  JRTT 
is  shown  in  Table  4.  As  with  the  USAFI  data,  over  half  (57%)  of  the  students 
scored  below  7.0  on  the  entry  JRTT,  which  is  not  surprising,  since  the 
JRTT  is  highly  correlated  to  general  reading  ability.  Again,  the  Cook  MOS 
shows  more  people  (72%)  reading  below  the  7.0  level,  with  25%  reading  at  or 
below  the  3.0  grade  level. 

Median  JRTT  grade  levels  were  in  the  5-5.9  range  for  Cook  and  Supply- 
man,  the  6-6.9  range  for  Field  Wireman  and  Mechanic,  and  the  7-7.9  range 
for  Driver.  The  higher  median  for  the  Driver  group  may  be  the  result  of  the 
transfer  of  higher  level  Cook  students  to  that  MOS. 

TABLE  4.  FLING  STUDENTS  DISTRIBUTED  OVER  ENTRY  JRTT 
READING  GRADE  LEVELS  BY  MOS. 


READING  Field 

GRADE  LEVELS  Cook  Driver  Mechanic  Wi reman  Supplyman  Total 


%  Cum% 

%  Cm% 

%  Cum% 

% 

Cum% 

l 

Cm% 

% 

Cum% 

0  - 

2.9 

06 

06 

06 

06 

05 

05 

03 

03 

07 

07 

06 

06 

3  - 

3.9 

19 

25 

07 

13 

10 

15 

04 

07 

11 

18 

10 

16 

4  - 

4.9 

21 

46 

12 

25 

12 

27 

08 

15 

14 

32 

13 

29 

5  - 

5.9 

12 

58 

12 

37 

13 

40 

22 

37 

19 

51 

15 

44 

6  - 

5.9 

14 

72 

12 

49 

13 

53 

22 

59 

n 

62 

13 

57 

7  - 

7.9 

07 

79 

06 

55 

11 

64 

11 

70 

08 

70 

09 

65 

8  - 

8.9 

02 

81 

07 

62 

07 

71 

05 

75 

06 

76 

06 

72 

9  - 

9.9 

08 

89 

08 

70 

07 

78 

02 

77 

04 

80 

06 

78 

10  - 

10.9 

03 

92 

10 

80 

08 

86 

03 

80 

09 

89 

07 

85 

11  - 

11.9 

04 

96 

10 

90 

08 

94 

11 

91 

04 

93 

08 

93 

12  + 

04 

100 

10 

100 

06 

100 

09 

100 

07 

100 

07 

100 

N 

136 

244 

229 

91 

179 

879 

21 


In-Course  Performance  Data 


This  section  presents  Information  describing  student  progress  within 
the  FLING  program  in  terms  of  the  Strand  I  module  evaluation  data  and  the 
Strand  II  comprehension  data.  In  both  summaries,  the  data  is  presented 
separately  for  students  whose  entry  JRTT  scores  were  below  the  7.0  grade 
level  and  for  students  whose  scores  were  at  or  above  the  7.0  grade  level. 


Strand  I  Module  Evaluation  Data 


The  Strand  I  evaluation  data  consists  of  measures  of  the  training 
effectiveness  for  each  of  the  six  modules  as  assessed  by  the  module's 
proficiency  tests  given  before  and  after  module  training.  Table  5  shows 
for  each  module: 

1.  The  percentage  of  students  who  passed  the  pre-test  for 
the  module  and  were  immediately  advanced  to  the  next 
module. 

2.  The  percentage  of  students  who  failed  the  pre-test,  but, 
after  training,  passed  the  post-test  for  the  module  and 
were  then  advanced  to  the  next  module. 

3.  The  percentage  of  students  who  failed  both  the  pre-  and 
post-tests  for  the  module  and  were  advanced  to  the  next 
module  anyway . 

4.  The  percentage  of  students  who  never  received  pre-testing 
or  Licixning  in  the  module. 

The  latter  category  of  information  was  included  because  some  of  the  stu¬ 
dents,  even  with  forced-pacing,  spent  too  much  time  in  the  early  modules, 
thus  not  allowing  sufficient  time  for  training  in  some  of  the  modules  pre¬ 
sented  at  the  end  of  the  program.  In  that  situation,  the  teachers  were 
advised  to  skip  the  Procedural  Directions  (PD)  module,  in  favor  of  the 
Forms  module,  since  the  PD  training  is  similar  to  that  contained  in  the 
Body  of  the  Manual  module. 

From  the  data  it  is  clear  that  almost  three-quarters  of  the  students 
in  the  below  7.0  group  and  slightly  less  than  half  of  the  at/above  7.0 
group  needed  training  in  the  various  modules.  The  only  exception  to  this 
is  the  Table  of  Contents  (TOC)  module  which  shows  a  substantially  higher 
percentage  of  students  successfully  mastering  the  module  pre-test  in  both 
the  below  7.0  and  the  at/above  7.0  groups.  This  is  understandable,  since 
the  TOC  module  is  probably  the  easiest  of  all  the  Strand  I  instructional 
modules. 
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TABLE  5.  MODULE  PROFICIENCY  DATA  FOR  FLING  STUDENTS 


STRAND  I  INSTRUCTIONAL  MODULES 


Table  of 
Contents 

Index 

Tables 
&  Graphs 

Body  of 
the  Manual 

Proced.  il 
Directions 

Forms 

Below  7.0  Group 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

Passed  module 
pre-test 

without  training 

41 

18 

28 

24 

28 

13 

Passed  module 
post-test 
after  training 

25 

26 

21 

19 

11 

25 

Did  not  pass 
module  post-test 
but  advanced  to 
next  module 

34 

55 

49 

54 

33 

46 

Did  not 
take  module 

0 

01 

01 

03 

28 

15 

N  =  499 

At/Above  7.0  Group 

Passed  module 
pre-test 

without  training 

78 

58 

68 

59 

54 

19 

Passed  module 
post-test 
after  training 

15 

25 

21 

20 

21 

52 

Did  not  pass 
module  post-test 
but  advanced  to 
next  module 

07 

16 

11 

21 

19 

27 

Did  not 
take  module 

0 

01 

0 

0 

06 

02 

N  -  371 

l 

r 


4 
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Overall,  approximately  40%  of  the  students  in  the  below  7.0  group 
met  module  criterion  for  each  of  the  Strand  I  modules.  In  comparison, 
at  least  75%  of  the  at/above  7.0  group  met  module  criterion  with  the  ; 

exception  of  the  Forms  module  in  which  71%  of  the  at/above  7.0  students 
achieved  the  criterion.  Thus,  as  might  be  expected,  a  larger  percentage 
of  the  below  7.0  level  students  had  to  be  moved  to  the  next  module  with¬ 
out  reaching  criterion  performance,  than  students  in  the  at/above  7.0 
group. 

This  movement  is  also  reflected  in  the  percentage  of  students  who 
did  not  have  time  to  be  tested  or  trained  in  a  module.  For  instance,  in 
the  beginning  TOC  and  Index  modules,  practically  no  one  by-passed  these 
modules  which  were  given  at  the  beginning  of  the  training  week.  However, 
for  the  below  7.0  group,  the  Procedural  Directions  and  Forms  modules  show 
a  much  larger  number  of  students  who  did  not  have  time  to  pre-test  and/or 
receive  instruction  in  those  modules  as  compared  to  the  at/above  7.0  group. 
A  large  percentage  of  the  at/above  7.0  group,  besides  being  students,  was 
performing  peer  tutoring  and  classroom  administrative  activities.  This 
implies  that  while  a  large  percentage  of  the  group  needed  some  instruction 
in  each  of  the  modules,  they  did  not  seem  to  require  as  much  time  to  learn 
the  skills  —  given  that  a  high  proportion  of  them  met  the  module  cri¬ 
terion  and  that  a  very  low  percentage  of  them  missed  any  pre-testing  or 
instruction  in  a  module. 

Table  6  presents  the  module  effectiveness  data  for  the  FLIT/AITPT, 
extended  day,  and  integrated  training  programs  in  comparison  to  the  FLING 
below  7.0  group  of  students. 


TABLE  6.  MODULE  EFFECTIVENESS  DATA  FOR  FOUR  VERSIONS 
OF  THE  AITPT  PROGRAM. 


Tables  Body  of  Procedural 
TOC _ Index  &  Graphs  Manual  Directions  Forms 


T 

B  C 

~r 

B 

~ 

A  B  C 

~7T 

~B~ 

C 

~K~ 

T 

c 

~7T 

B 

T 

% 

%  % 

% 

% 

% 

%  %  % 

% 

Of 

fo 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

% 

FLIT/AITPT 

86 

14 

* 

72 

28 

* 

73 

27 

* 

52 

48 

* 

;  39 

61 

* 

★  ★ 

** 

★★ 

Ext.  Day 

76 

24 

0 

45 

55 

0 

35 

51 

14 

18 

48 

34 

17 

32 

51 

38 

11 

51 

Integrated 

Training 

30 

70 

0 

31 

69 

0 

40 

60 

0 

02 

88 

10 

04 

37 

59 

08 

09 

83 

FLING 

Below  7.0 

66 

34 

0 

44 

55 

1 

49 

49 

01 

43 

54 

03 

39 

33 

23 

38  46 

15 

A  =  Percent  mastering  module. 

B  =  Percent  trained  &  advanced  without  mastery. 

C  =  Percent  not  reaching  or  not  trained  in  module. 
♦All  students  attempted  all  modules  in  this  program. 
♦♦Data  not  available. 
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In  interpreting  the  data  in  Table  6,  it  must  be  pointed  out  that  there 
was  a  difference  in  the  module  criterion,  which  is  composed  of  both  accuracy 
and  time  components,  between  the  various  programs.  The  original  criterion 
of  90%  correct  in  20  minutes  was  used  in  both  the  FLIT/AITPT  and  the  inte¬ 
grated  training  programs.  The  extended  day  program  changed  the  criterion 
from  90%  to  80%  correct  within  the  same  20-minute  time  frame.  The  FLING 
program  changed  both  the  accuracy  and  the  time  components  of  the  criterion 
to  85%  in  25  minutes.  Given  these  changes  in  the  criterion,  a  direct  com¬ 
parison  of  the  students'  module  performance  in  each  of  the  programs  is  not 
meaningful.  However,  the  relative  relationship  between  the  success  rates 
of  the  four  programs  indicates  that  in  the  longer  term  FLIT/AITPT  program, 
the  extra  time  does  permit  a  larger  percentage  of  the  students  to  reach 
mastery  than  in  any  of  the  modified  versions  of  the  program  which  were 
conducted  in  approximately  half  to  one-third  of  the  amount  of  training 
time  allocated  in  the  AITPT  program.  In  contrast,  the  integrated  train¬ 
ing  program  which  maintained  the  same  criterion  as  in  the  AITPT  program, 
resulted  in  substantially  lower  percentages  of  students  being  able  to  meet 
the  mastery  criterion  in  the  various  modules.  This  was  particularly  notice¬ 
able  in  the  Body  of  the  Manual  and  the  Procedural  Directions  modules. 

Even  by  modifying  the  criterion,  as  in  the  cases  of  the  extended  day 
and  the  FLING  programs,  less  than  half  of  the  students  were  able  to  meet 
the  less  demanding  mastery  criterion.  The  exception  to  the  last  statement 
is  the  TOC  module  in  which  76%  and  66%  respectively,  of  the  students  at¬ 
tained  module  mastery  as  defined  by  their  specific  program.  Thus,  in 
terms  of  mastering  the  skills  trained  in  the  various  modules,  it  would 
appear  more  training  time  is  necessary  if  large  percentages  of  personnel 
are  expected  to  indeed  master  these  specific  job  reading  task  skills. 

As  a  final  remark,  the  forced-pacing  of  the  FLING  program  does  appear 
to  have  been  more  effective,  in  terms  of  allocating  student  time  so  as  to 
permit  testing/training  in  all  modules,  than  the  other  two  versions  of  the 
FLIT/AITPT  program. 


Strand  II  Comprehension  Data 

This  section  will  summarize  data  obtained  to  evaluate  the  effective¬ 
ness  of  the  modified  FLING  Strand  II  conceptualizing  training  in  improving 
student  comprehension.  The  data,  representing  two  of  the  FLING  classes, 
v;ere  obtained  by  administering  the  FLIT  Classification  Table  test,  both 
before  and  after  the  training.  The  test,  by  requiring  the  student  to  take 
information  presented  in  prose  form  and  transform  it  into  a  classification 
table  type  of  display,  provides  a  measure  of  the  student's  comprehension 
of  the  prose  materials.  There  is  a  maximum  of  20  raw  score  points  possible 
in  the  test. 
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The  results  of  the  conceptualizing  testing,  shown  in  Table  7,  are 
presented  in  terms  of  the  mean  raw  score  percent  correct,  since  the  test 
does  not  have  reading  grade  level  equivalents.  On  the  entry  test,  the 
below  7.0  group  answered,  on  the  average,  48%  of  the  test  items  correctly, 
while  the  at/above  7.0  group  averaged  88%.  After  eight  hours  of  Strand  II 
training  on  how  to  transform  prose  information  into  a  classification  table, 
the  below  7.0  group  answered  70%  of  the  items  correctly,  on  the  average, 
fora  mean  gain  of  22%.  The  post-test  results  for  the  at/above  7.0  group 
showed  them  answering,  on  the  average,  96%  of  the  items  correctly,  for  a 
mean  gain  of  8%.  The  difference  between  the  two  gain  scores  can  be  largely 
attributed  to  the  restricted  amount  of  area  for  improvement  for  the  at/ 
above  7.0  group. 

There  appears  to  be  considerable  differences  between  the  mean  percent 
gain  scores  for  personnel  in  the  below  7.0  group  when  looked  at  by  MOSs. 
These  gain  scores  ranged  from  a  mean  of  11%  for  Cook  to  a  mean  of  28%  for 
Sv.pplyman,  a  range  of  17  points.  Some  of  this  difference  may  be  attribut¬ 
able  to  the  large  differences  in  the  entry  test  scores,  and  some  to  the 
differences  in  the  teaching  techniques  used  by  the  different  instructors. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  Strand  II  instruction  is  not  pre-packaged  in¬ 
struction  as  in  the  Strand  I  modules.  Rather,  Strand  II  is  teacher  taught, 
and,  as  such,  can  show  great  differences  in  the  effectiveness  of  the  in¬ 
struction,  depending  on  the  skills  of  the  teacher.  There  is  less  range  in 
the  mean  percent  gain  scores  for  the  at/above  7.0  group  due  to  their  re¬ 
stricted  possible  range  of  improvement;  i.e.,  their  entry  scores  permit 
at  the  most,  only  a  gain  of  15  points. 

Another  perspective  of  the  effectiveness  of  the  Strand  II  conceptual¬ 
izing  training  in  improving  student  comprehension  for  students  in  the 
below  7.0  group  is  shown  in  Figure  2.  As  would  be  expected,  if  the  train¬ 
ing  is  effective,  there  is  an  upward  shift  in  the  percent  of  students  get¬ 
ting  a  larger  number  of  the  test  items  correct  after  training.  That  is, 
on  the  pre-test,  36%  of  the  students  were  in  the  bottom  (0  -  4)  category, 
while  on  the  post-test,  this  percentage  dropped  to  13%.  At  the  other  end 
of  the  continuum,  only  39%  of  the  students  were  in  the  top  category  (15  - 
20  raw  score  points).  This  percent  changed  to  63%  of  the  students  after 
training.  Thus,  it  would  seem  that  there  is  a  definite  improvement  in  the 
ability  of  the  poor  group  of  readers  to  be  able  to  transform  prose  infor¬ 
mation  into  a  classification  table  type  display. 
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RAW  SCORES 


Figure  2 


Distributions  of  Pre-/Post-Training  Measures 
on  the  Strand  II  Classification  Test  for 
Students  in  the  Below  7.0  Reading  Level  Group 


Pre-Post  Measures 


This  section  will  summarize  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  FLING 
training  in  terms  of  the  pre-/post-training  measures  of  student  perform¬ 
ance  on  the  Job  Reading  Task  Test ,  followed  by  a  comparison  of  the  FLING 
results  with  that  of  other  versions  of  the  AITPT  programs. 


FLING  Student  Performance  on  JRTT 

Table  8  presents  the  JRTT  data  in  terms  of  the  mean  reading  grade 
levels  for  personnel  broken  out  by  MOS  and  reading  skill  groups;  i.e., 
personnel  in  the  below  7.0  group  and  the  at/above  7.0  group,  as  determ¬ 
ined  by  their  performance  on  the  entry  JRTT. 

Consistently,  those  personnel  whose  entry  JRTT  scores  were  below  the 
7.0  grade  level  showed,  on  the  average,  more  improvement  (2.0  years)  than 
their  iuore  skilled  counterparts  (0.7  years).  This  was  not  unexpected, 
since  the  program  was  developed  for  those  students  whose  job  reading  abil¬ 
ity  was  below  the  7.0  level.  It  was  assumed  that  the  at/above  7.0  students 
already  had  acquired  these  basic  skills.  Overall,  the  gain  scores  were 
rather  uniform  across  the  five  MOSs. 

Since  the  lower  skilled  students  tended  to  make  the  most  gain,  the 
gain  scores  were  analyzed  to  determine  which  entry  reading  levels  tended 
to  account  for  most  of  the  gain;  i.e.,  for  whom  was  the  training  the  most 
effective.  This  data  is  summarized  by  entry  reading  grade  level  in  Table  9. 

The  results  indicate  that  the  largest  gains  are  made  at  the  5-6.9 
ranga  and  at  the  0-2.9  range  of  entry  reading  ability.  The  latter  gain, 
as  well  as  the  negative  and  negligible  gains  made  in  the  top  reading  ranges 
c:£  the  test,  may  well  reflect  some  component  of  statistical  test  regression. 

A  third  perspective  on  the  effectiveness  of  the  FLING  training  is 
shown  in  Table  10  in  terms  of  the  percentage  of  students  making  various 
amounts  of  gain  on  the  JRTT. 

The  program  effectiveness  is  particularly  noticeable  with  the  below 
7.0  group  in  which  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  students  made  gains  of  more 
than  one  reading  grade.  In  fact,  42%  of  them  made  gains  in  job  reading 
task  performance  of  more  than  two  grade  levels.  In  comparison,  the  at/ 
above  7.0  group,  as  expected,  had  a  smaller  proportion  of  students,  46%, 
making  at  least  a  one-year  gain,  with  only  one-quarter  of  them  making  more 
than  two  years  worth  of  improvement.  Overall,  more  than  50%  of  the  students 
made  JRTT  gains  in  excess  of  one  year,  with  over  a  third  of  them  making  gains 
of  more  than  two  grade  levels.  Thus,  as  indicated  in  Tables  8  &  9,  the  FLING 
training  was  successful  in  substantially  raising  the  job-related  reading 
ability  of  the  Guard  personnel,  particularly  those  personnel  whose  entry 
JRTT  scores  were  below  the  7.0  grade  level. 
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TABLE  8.  FLING  STUDENT  ENTRY  &  EXIT  MEAN  JRTT  SCORES 
DISTRIBUTED  BY  MOS. 

MEAN  JRTT  SCORES 


MOS 

N 

Entry  Test 

Exit  Test 

Gain 

Cook 

<7.0 

97 

4.6 

6.0 

1.4 

>7.0 

39 

9.9 

10.3 

0.4 

Total 

136 

6.1 

7.3 

1.2 

Driver 

<7.0 

120 

4.6 

6.7 

2.1 

>7.0 

124 

10.4 

11.1 

0.7 

Total 

244 

7.6 

8.9 

1.3 

Mechanic 

<7.0 

123 

4.7 

7.2 

2.5 

>7.0 

106 

9.8 

10.7 

0.9 

Total 

299 

7.1 

8.8 

1.7 

Field  Wi reman 

<7.0 

54 

5.3 

7.2 

1.9 

>7.0 

37 

10.1 

10.5 

0.4 

Total 

91 

7.2 

8.5 

1.3 

Supplyman 

<7.0 

111 

4.6 

6.7 

2.1 

>7.0 

68 

9.9 

11.0 

1.1 

Total 

179 

6.6 

8.3 

1.7 

Total  Personnel 

<7.0 

505 

4.7 

6.7 

2.0 

>7.0 

374 

10.1 

10.8 

0.7 

TOTAL 

879 

7.0 

8.5 

1.5 
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TABLE  9.  MEAN  JRTT  GAIN  SCORES  FOR  FLING  STUDENTS 
DISTRIBUTED  OVER  ENTRY  JRTT  LEVELS  BY  MOS. 


ENTRY 

JRTT 

READING 


MEAN  GAIN  SCORES 
Field 


Driver  Mechanic 


Supplyman  Total 


X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

o 

1 

ro 

vo 

2.4 

2.7 

2.4 

1.2 

2.7 

2.5 

50 

3-  3.9 

1.0 

1.8 

1.9 

1.2 

2.0 

1.6 

88 

4-  4.9 

1.5 

1.7 

2.1 

2.2 

1.6 

1.8 

117 

5-  5.9 

1.2 

1.9 

2.5 

1.2 

2.3 

2.0 

132 

6-  6.9 

1.8 

2.1 

3.1 

2.6 

2.2 

2.4 

118 

7-  7.9 

1.7 

1.8 

1.9 

1.6  . 

2.4 

1.9 

75 

8-  8.9 

2.0 

1.4 

1.8 

1.4 

1.6 

1.6 

50 

9-  9.9 

0.7 

1.5 

0.7 

1.6 

0.4 

1.0 

53 

10-10.9 

-0.8 

0.3 

0.5 

0.5 

1.6 

0.6 

66 

11-11.9 

-0.6 

0.2 

0.1 

-0.4 

0.2 

0.01 

67 

12  + 

-0.8 

-0.2 

-0.1 

-1.1 

-0.2 

-0.4 

63 
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TABLE  10.  DISTRIBUTION  OF  STUDENT  READING  GRADE  LEVEL  (RGL)  GAIN 


R  G  L  GAIN 


PERSONNEL 

Neg  - 

0.0 

0.1  - 

1.0 

1.1  - 

2.0 

2.1 

+ 

(N? 

t 

W 

% 

W~ 

% 

(N) 

% 

Cook  Students 

<7.0 

(12) 

12 

(36) 

37 

(24) 

25 

(25) 

26 

>7.0 

(19) 

49 

(02) 

05 

(09) 

23 

(09) 

23 

Total 

(31) 

23 

(38) 

28 

(33) 

24 

(34) 

25 

Driver  Students 

<7.0 

(07) 

06 

(29) 

24 

(32) 

27 

(52) 

43 

>7.0 

(50) 

40 

(19) 

15 

(29) 

23 

(26) 

21 

Total 

(57) 

23 

(48) 

20 

(61) 

25 

(78) 

32 

Mechanic  Students 

<7.0 

(02) 

02 

(20) 

16 

(33) 

27 

(68) 

55 

>7.0 

(37) 

35 

(22) 

21 

(21) 

20 

(26) 

25 

Total 

(39) 

17 

(42) 

18 

(54) 

24 

(94) 

41 

Field  Wi reman  Students 

<7.0 

(04) 

07 

(19) 

35 

(13) 

24 

(18) 

33 

>7.0 

(17) 

46 

(05) 

14 

(05) 

14 

(10) 

27 

Total 

(21) 

23 

(24) 

26 

(18) 

20 

(28) 

31 

Supplyman  Students 

<7.0 

(12) 

11 

(17) 

15 

(32) 

29 

(50) 

45 

^7.0 

(22) 

32 

(09) 

13 

(14) 

21 

(23) 

34 

Total 

(34) 

19 

(26) 

15 

(46) 

26 

(73) 

41 

Total  Students 

<7.0 

(37) 

07 

(121) 

24 

(134) 

27 

(213) 

42 

>7.0 

(145) 

39 

(57) 

15 

(78) 

21 

(94) 

25 

TOTAL 

(182) 

21 

(178) 

20 

(212) 

24 

(307) 

35 

32 


With  any  test  there  is  concern  that  the  test  gain  may  be  attributed 
to  testing  error;  i.e. ,  the  test  may  not  provide  consistent  measurement 
of  the  same  set  of  skills.  When  the  JRTT  was  developed  and  normed,  the 
test's  standard  error  of  measurement  was  estimated  to  have  a  value  of  0.9 
reading  grade  level.  The  JRTT  is  available  in  three  equivelant  forms. 
Test  forms  were  assigned  randomly  on  both  pre-training  and  post-training 
testing,  subject  to  the  restriction  that  no  student  was  administered  the 
same  form  of  the  test  on  both  occasions.  This  indicates  that  measured 
gain  reflects  increase  in  performance,  rather  than  mere  familiarity  with 
test  items,  since  the  same  test  material  was  never  repeated. 


Comparison  of  FLING  JRTT  Data  With 

That  of  Other  Versions  of  the  AITPT  Program 


This  section  discusses  the  effectiveness  of  the  FLING  training  in 
comparison  to  data  obtained  on  the  FLIT/AITPT  program  and  its  variations. 
This  information  is  summarized  in  Table  11.  To  permit  meaningful  compari¬ 
sons  between  the  various  programs,  only  the  FLING  data  for  the  below  7.0 
group  of  students  is  shown. 


According  to  the  data,  the  FLING  results  are  comparable  to  those 
obtained  in  the  FLIT/AITPT  program  and  in  the  two  experimental  modifica¬ 
tions  of  the  FLIT  program  —  the  extended  day  and  the  integrated  train¬ 
ing  programs.  All  four  programs  showed  similar  entry,  exit,  and  gain 
scores  on  the  JRTT,  even  though  there  is  twice  the  amount  of  training 
time  for  the  parent  FLIT  program  as  compared  to  its  three  adaptations. 

This  suggests  that  there  is  an  early  leveling-off  point  in  the  amount  of 
gain  on  the  JRTT  which  challanges  the  idea  that  if  one  had  twice  the  time, 
one  could  expect  twice  the  gain.  Additional  research  is  needed  to  identi¬ 
fy  how  much  time  is  actually  needed  to  raise  the  JRTT  scores  to  reflect 
an  average  2.0  years  gain,  and  to  determine  how  much  additional  training 
time  is  needed  to  make  a  substantial  gain  beyond  that  level  to  include  what 
type  of  training  is  required. 


The  four  programs  also  report  similar  percentages  of  personnel  attain¬ 
ing  the  literacy  program  objective  of  a  7.0  reading  grade  level  at  the  end 
of  the  training.  These  percentages  ranged  from  37%  to  44%  of  the  students 
meeting  the  7.0  criterion .with  the  FLING  results  in  the  middle  at  41%. 


TABLE  11.  COMPARISON  OF  PRE/POST  JRTT  SCORES  FOR  THREE  MODIFIED 
VERSIONS  OF  THE  AITPT  STRAND  I  TRAINING  PROGRAM 
WITH  THE  FLIT/AITPT  PROGRAM. 


PROGRAMS 

N 

MEAN 

Entry 

Test 

JRTT  SCORES 

Exit 

Test  Gain 

APPROXIMATE 
HOURS  OF 
STRAND  I 
TRAINING 

PERCENT 
ACHIEVING  7.0 
AT  END  OF  TNG 

FLIT/AITPT 

714 

5.2 

7.3 

2.1 

50  -  75 

44% 

FLIT 

Extended  Day 
Training  Program 

66 

4.8 

7.0 

2.2 

23 

44% 

FLIT  Integrated 

Job  Skills/ 

Reading  Skills 
Program 

81 

5.5 

7.2 

1.7 

25.5 

37% 

FLING  Program 

505 

4.7 

6.7 

2.0 

21 

41% 

In  general,  the  summative  results  of  the  FLING  program  indicate  that 
the  training  was  approximately  equivalent,  in  terms  of  student  performance 
to  that  obtained  in  other  applications  of  the  FLIT  Strand  I  training.  Thus 
it  appears  that  it  is  not  only  feasible  to  provide  effective  Strand  I 
training  in  a  modified  version,  but  that  the  50  to  75  hours  of  effective 
Strand  I  training  in  the  AITPT  program  may  be  unnecessarily  double  the 
amount  of  time  to  effect  a  2.0  years  gain  on  the  JRTT  for  students  whose 
entry  skills  are  below  the  7.0  reading  grade  level.  However,  it  should 
be  recalled  that  the  Strand  I  module  mastery  data  showed  that  only  approx¬ 
imately  50%  of  the  students  were  able  to  meet  the  module  criterion.  Thus, 
even  though  the  pre/post  measures  on  the  JRTT  showed  the  FLING  students 
making  substantial  gains,  the  students,  as  a  group,  were  not  able  to  dem¬ 
onstrate  mastery  in  all  phases  of  the  FLING  training. 
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EFFECT  OF  MOS  TRAINING  ON  STUDENT  JRTT  PERFORMANCE 


Since  the  main  purpose  of  the  FLING  training  was  to  prepare  National 
Guard  personnel  to  perform  job-related  reading  tasks  to  facilitate  their 
MOS  training,  there  naturally  was  an  interest  in  learning  what  effect  the 
MOS  (AIT)  tiaining  might  have  on  their  ability  to  perform  job-related 
reading  tasks  after  AIT.  Thus,  while  the  official  data  collection  regard¬ 
ing  IIuraRRO's  involvement  in  the  Guard  training  terminated  with  the  close 
of  the  FLING  training,  plans  were  made  with  the  Army  for  them  to  admin¬ 
ister  an  alternate  form  of  the  JRTT  to  all  Guard  personnel  upon  completion 
of  AIT.  As  of  the  writing  of  this  report,  approximately  one-third  (N  =  284) 
of  the  trainees  have  completed  their  MOS  training.  The  results  of  their 
post-AIT  JRTT  testing  is  shown  in  Table  12,  in  comparison  to  their  mean 
entry  and  exit  FLING  school  JRTT  scores.  The  post-AIT  scores  were  pro¬ 
vided  by  the  Army. 

Comparisons  of  the  gain  scores  between  the  mean  exit  FLING  JRTT  scores 
and  the  mean  post-AIT  JRTT  scores,  show  a  0.6  year  gain  in  reading  task 
performance.  When  examined  by  entry  JRTT  reading  level  groups,  the  below 
7.0  group  shows  a  mean  0.8  year  gain,  with  the  at/above  7.0  group  showing 
a  0.4  year  gain.  Overall,  the  data  indicate  a  continued  increase  in  the 
students'  ability  to  perform  job-related  reading  tasks.  In  fact,  the  mean 
post-AIT  scores  for  the  below  7.0  students  were  all  at  or  above  the  7.0 
reading  grade  level  —  the  minimum  reading  level  for  MOS  proficiency. 

In  retrospect,  the  National  Guard  personnel  made  the  largest  amount 
of  gain,  as  a  result  of  the  direct  instruction  in  job  reading  task  per¬ 
formance  provided  by  the  FLING  school  training.  These  skills  were  then 
reinforced,  to  a  smaller  extent,  during  the  AIT  training.  Thus,  overall, 
it  would  appear  that  the  training  provided  by  the  FLING  project  was  effect¬ 
ive  in  upgrading  the  job-related  reading  skills  of  the  National  Guard 
personnel. 


35 


TABLE  12.  COMPARISONS  OF  MEAN  JRTT  SCORES  FOR 
FLING  STUDENTS  AT  THREE  POINTS  IN 
THE  TRAINING  CYCLE. 


MEAN  JRTT  SCORES  GAIN  SCORES 

FLING  SCHOOL  D  . 


PERSONNEL 

N 

Entry 

Test 

Exit 

Test 

AIT 

Test 

Entry/  Entry 
Exit  AIT 

Exit 

AIT 

Cook  Students 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

<7.0 

18 

4.4 

6.0 

7.0 

1.6 

2.6 

1.0 

>7.0 

05 

9.2 

10.0 

11.2 

0.8 

2.0 

1.2 

Total 

23 

5.4 

6.9 

8.0 

1.5 

2.6 

1.1 

Driver  Students 

<7.0 

70 

4.5 

6.5 

7.5 

2.0 

3.0 

1.0 

>7.0 

61 

10.5 

11.4 

11.7 

0.9 

1.2 

0.3 

Total 

131 

7.3 

8.8 

9.4 

1.5 

2.1 

0.6 

Mechanic  Students 

<7.0 

27 

4.6 

7.2 

7.7 

2.6 

3.1 

0.5 

>7.0 

16 

9.9 

10.4 

10.9 

0.5 

1.0 

0.5 

Total 

43 

6.6 

8.4 

8.9 

1.8 

2.3 

0.5 

Field  Wi reman  Students 

<7.0 

25 

5.3 

6.8 

7.3 

1.5 

2.0 

0.5 

>7.0 

19 

10.1 

10.6 

11.3 

0.5 

1.2 

0.7 

Total 

44 

7.4 

8.5 

9.0 

1.1 

1.6 

0.5 

Sunplyman  Students 

<7.0 

29 

4.3 

6.6 

7.3 

2.3 

3.0 

0.7 

>7.0 

14 

9.6 

10.5 

10.7 

0.9 

1.1 

0.2 

Total 

43 

6.0 

7.9 

8.4 

1.9 

2.4 

0.5 

Total  Students 

<7.0 

169 

4.6 

6.6 

7.4 

2.0 

2.8 

0.8 

>7.0 

115 

10.2 

11.0 

11.4 

0.8 

1.2 

0.4 

TOTAL 

284 

6.8 

8.4 

9.0 

1.6 

2.2 

0.6 
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PROGRAM  CONCLUSIONS  &  IMPLICATIONS 

The  previous  sections  have  described  the  development,  operation,  and 
results  of  the  FLING  program.  Based  on  these  findings,  the  following  con¬ 
clusions  and  implications  have  been  drawn: 

1.  If  the  National  Guard  soldiers  who  participated  in  this  train¬ 
ing  are  representative  of  the  National  Guard  as  a  whole,  then  it  can  be 
extiraated  that  approximately  61%  of  them  have  general  reading  skills  below 
the  7.0  reading  grade  level. 

2.  The  success  of  the  FLING  program,  and  similar  short-term,  modi¬ 
fied  versions  of  the  AITPT  program,  indicate  that  it  is  possible  to  effec¬ 
tively  increase  (2.0  years  mean  gain)  the  ability  of  marginally  literate 
personnel  (i.e. ,  personnel  with  general  reading  levels  below  the  7.0  level) 
to  perform  job-related  reading  tasks  within  a  training  time  of  21  to  26 
hours  of  instruction. 

3.  The  above  conclusion  indicates  the  need  for  additional  research 
to  determine  the  minimum  amount  of  job  reading  task  training  necessary  to 
achieve  an  average  2.0  years  gain  in  skill  level.  In  addition,  research 
also  needs  to  be  conducted  to  determine  the  amount  of  training,  and  the 
type  of  training,  needed  to  improve  personnel  skills  beyond  the  2.0  level, 
not  only  in  terms  of  job  reading  task  performance,  but  also  in  terms  of 
basic  job-related  reading  skills.  The  latter  skill  area  was  only  slightly 
addressed  in  the  FLING  training  due  to  insufficient  training  time. 

4.  Part  of  the  success  of  the  FLING  program  is  attributable  to  the 
training  environment  which  differs  considerably  from  that  of  the  other 
versions  of  the  AITPT  training  program.  For  instance,  the  teachers,  who 
were  carefully  screened,  did  not  teach  the  program  long  enough  for  it  ' a 
become  institutionalized.  Thus,  there  is  a  question  as  to  whether  oi  -t 
the  school  could  maintain  this  level  of  intensive  instruction  over  a  long 
period  of  time;  i.e.,  would  there  be  a  decrement  in  the  JRTT  gain  scores? 
Also,  the  inclusion  of  the  reading  training  as  a  required,  introductory 
phase  of  the  job  skill  training  program  undoubtedly  contributed  to  negating, 
to  a  large  extent,  morale  and  attitude  problems  normally  associated  with 
remedial  reading  training  of  "selected  personnel". 

5.  Programs  like  FLING,  and  other  short-term,  one-shot  training 
experiences,  suffice  to  provide  an  immediate  assist  to  refresh/review 
already  existing  skills.  Broader,  more  sustained,  individually  adapted 
type  programs  are  needed  to  cope  with  the  various  skill  deficiencies 
associated  with  the  different  reading  skill  levels  if  a  permanent  change 
is  to  be  expected  or  desired!  For  instance,  students  with  reading  skills 
at  or  below  the  3.0  reading  grade  level  are  only  at  the  beginning  decoding 
levels  of  reading,  while  students  at  the  6. 0-7.0  level  generally  have  well 
developed  decoding  skills,  but  are  unable  to  utilize  them  effectively  in 
relation  to  their  comprehension  skills. 
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Additional  study  is  required  to  better  understand  the  differences 
in  the  cognitive  processing/communication  skills  between  personnel  of 
different  reading  levels.  It  is  only  by  having  a  better  understanding 
of  these  processes  that  it  will  be  possible  to  construct  training  exper¬ 
iences  relevant  to  the  individual  needs;  and  thus,  expect  to  effect  major 
and  permanent  changes  in  the  mental  processing  of  the  marginally  skilled/ 
literate  personnel. 
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